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Avoidance behaviors, in which a learned response causes omission of an upcoming pun-
isher, are a core feature of many psychiatric disorders. While reinforcement learning (RL)
models have been widely used to study the development of appetitive behaviors, less
attention has been paid to avoidance. Here, we present a RL model of lever-press avoid-
ance learning in Sprague-Dawley (SD) rats and in the inbred Wistar Kyoto (WKY) rat, which
has been proposed as a model of anxiety vulnerability. We focus on “warm-up,” transiently
decreased avoidance responding at the start of a testing session, which is shown by SD but
not WKY rats. We first show that a RL model can correctly simulate key aspects of acquisi-
tion, extinction, and warm-up in SD rats; we then show thatWKY behavior can be simulated
by altering three model parameters, which respectively govern the tendency to explore new
behaviors vs. exploit previously reinforced ones, the tendency to repeat previous behav-
iors regardless of reinforcement, and the learning rate for predicting future outcomes.This
suggests that several, dissociable mechanisms may contribute independently to strain dif-
ferences in behavior. The model predicts that, if the “standard” inter-session interval is
shortened from 48 to 24 h, SD rats (but not WKY) will continue to show warm-up; we con-
firm this prediction in an empirical study with SD and WKY rats.The model further predicts
that SD rats will continue to show warm-up with inter-session intervals as short as a few
minutes, while WKY rats will not show warm-up, even with inter-session intervals as long
as a month. Together, the modeling and empirical data indicate that strain differences in
warm-up are qualitative rather than just the result of differential sensitivity to task variables.
Understanding the mechanisms that govern expression of warm-up behavior in avoidance
may lead to better understanding of pathological avoidance, and potential pathways to
modify these processes.
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Anxiety disorders are the most common psychiatric disorders,with
a worldwide lifetime prevalence of 16–29% (Kessler et al., 2005;
Somers et al., 2006). Although each subtype (e.g., generalized anx-
iety disorder, obsessive-compulsive disorder, panic disorder, and
social phobia) has unique features, a core symptom of all anxiety
disorders is excessive avoidance. Avoidance is also a defining symp-
tom for posttraumatic stress disorder (PTSD), and the growth of
avoidance behaviors traces the full expression of PTSD (North
et al., 2004; Karamustafalioglu et al., 2006; O’Donnell et al., 2007;
Kashdan et al., 2009). Given this prominent position, acquisi-
tion and maintenance of avoidance behaviors may represent an
endophenotype for a variety of anxiety- and stress-related mental
disorders (Gould and Gottesman, 2006).
Among a variety of neurobiological and neurobehavioral fac-
tors representing a source of risk for pathological avoidance, some
have been amenable to study in animal models. For example, the
personality trait of behavioral inhibition, characterized as extreme
withdrawal in the face of social and non-social challenges (Kagan
et al., 1987; Rosenbaum et al., 1991; Fox et al., 2005), is consis-
tently linked to anxiety disorders (Kagan et al., 1987; Hirshfeld
et al., 1992; Biederman et al., 1993; Rosenbaum et al., 1993; Fox
et al., 2005; Hirshfeld-Becker et al., 2007). Behavioral inhibition
can be studied via an animal model, the inbred Wistar Kyoto
(WKY) rat strain, which displays behavioral withdrawal, propen-
sity to avoid, hyper-responsiveness to stress, and hypervigilance,
compared to outbred strains such as the Sprague-Dawley (SD) rat
(Pare, 1992, 1993; Solberg et al., 2001; Drolet et al., 2002; McAuley
et al., 2009; Lemos et al., 2011). Thus, WKY rats represent an
animal model of behavioral withdrawal in the face of social and
non-social challenges (Jiao et al., 2011b).
It has therefore been useful to compare the acquisition and
maintenance of avoidance behavior in the SD and WKY rat mod-
els. For example, in lever-press avoidance, a rat is placed in a
conditioning chamber for several acquisition trials; on each trial,
a warning signal W, such as a tone, is presented for some interval
(warning period), and then remains on during a subsequent shock
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period during which electric shocks are delivered every few sec-
onds. If the animal presses a lever during the shock period, this is
defined as an escape response: both W and shocks are terminated,
and the trial moves immediately to an intertrial interval (ITI).
If the animal presses the lever during the warning period, this is
defined as an avoidance response: W is terminated, no shocks are
delivered, and the trial moves immediately to the ITI. Behaviorally
inhibited WKY rats acquire avoidance responses more quickly
than SD rats (Servatius et al., 2008; Beck et al., 2011; Jiao et al.,
2011b; Perrotti et al., 2013). WKY rats also typically show impaired
extinction of responding when W is no longer paired with shock
(Servatius et al., 2008; Beck et al., 2011; Jiao et al., 2011b; Perrotti
et al., 2013). This impaired extinction indicates that the WKY rat is
an overly avoidant animal that is willing to expend energy and con-
tinue displaying the avoidance response during extinction rather
than occasionally testing whether the reinforcement contingency
is still present. Such resistance to extinction has been implicated in
neuropathology of human anxiety (Myers and Davis, 2002; Barad,
2005).
A curious feature that appears across avoidance learning par-
adigms emerges when one looks at behavior within, rather than
across, sessions. Specifically, SD rats typically show less avoidance
responding at the start of a daily session, compared to their perfor-
mance at the end of the prior session or later in the current session
(Servatius et al., 2008). This phenomenon has been termed“warm-
up,” and is shown by a number of species in a range of avoidance
paradigms (for reviews, see Kamin, 1963; Spear et al., 1973; Hine-
line, 1978). In contrast, WKY rats tend to respond on the first trial
of each session at approximately the same rate as at the end of the
prior session (Servatius et al., 2008; Perrotti et al., 2013). It is possi-
ble that the absence of warm-up contributes to the generally faster
acquisition, and slower extinction, of avoidance in the WKY rats
compared to SD rats. Thus, understanding the nature of the warm-
up phenomenon may have implications for the study of avoidance
learning, and may in turn provide insight into how pathologi-
cal avoidance is acquired and maintained in anxiety-vulnerable
humans.
Several general classes of explanation for warm-up have been
presented (for review, see McSweeney and Roll, 1993; Beck et al.,
2010). Perhaps the simplest explanation invokes simple forgetting
of the avoidance response during the inter-session interval, with
warm-up reflecting reacquisition during the beginning of the next
session. However, simple forgetting does not appear to be an ade-
quate explanation, since warm-up can occur with inter-session
intervals as short as 30 min (Hineline, 1978). Another early expla-
nation for warm-up was that the decrement in responding on early
trials of a session could be the result of a context shift, as the animal
is moved from the home cage into the testing chamber, and these
contextual effects need time to dissipate before the animal can
begin executing avoidance responses. However, this explanation
also appears unlikely since warm-up is not reduced if the animals
are given a period of confinement in the experimental chamber
before the session begins (Hoffman et al., 1961), nor is warm-up
abolished if the animals are housed round-the-clock in the exper-
imental chamber to eliminate context effects (Hineline, 1978).
Another class of explanations for the warm-up effect suggests
that it reflects emotional processing. On the one hand, some
researchers have suggested that presentation of shocks, early in
a testing session, might produce arousal that needs to be overcome
before the animal can begin executing avoidance responses (Hoff-
man and Fleshler, 1962); such arousal might produce a species-
specific response such as freezing that could transiently interfere
with the animal’s ability to execute a lever-press response. How-
ever, this explanation fails to account for the fact that warm-up
is relatively unaffected by shock intensity (Hoffman et al., 1961),
or for the decrement in responding observed on the very first
trial of a session, before any shock has yet been delivered. On
the other hand, researchers have suggested that presentation of
several shocks may be required before arousal accumulates suf-
ficiently to motivate responding (Hoffman et al., 1961; Powell,
1972). However, this explanation fails to account for the fact
that warm-up can be observed even during extinction sessions,
when no shocks are presented (e.g., Bullock, 1960; Nakamura and
Anderson, 1962). Thus, while emotional effects, including freez-
ing, may certainly occur during and contribute to acquisition and
extinction of avoidance, they alone do not appear sufficient to
fully account for the phenomenon of warm-up (Nakamura and
Anderson, 1962; Spear et al., 1973).
A final class of explanations for the warm-up effects invokes
the concept of interference. For example, Spear et al. (1973) con-
ducted a series of studies showing that warm-up could be reduced
by pretest treatments that appeared to affect memory of the prior
session(s) rather than affecting motivation in the current session.
They concluded that an important factor contributing to warm-
up was the lingering influence of “unspecified events” occurring
between learning and testing, such as the intervention of other
behaviors during the inter-session period, which interfered with
retrieval of the memory trace for the avoidance response. An
interference account of warm-up avoids many of the difficulties
inherent in the other explanations, since it presumes interference is
possible even with a relatively short inter-session interval, should
be relatively independent of shock intensity, and should indeed
be maximal on the first trial of a session, even before shock has
occurred. On the other hand, the central weakness of this account
is that it invokes the influence of hypothetical events that occur
during the inter-session interval, when the animal’s behavior is
often not observed and may be difficult to qualify much less quan-
tify. Evaluating the nature and impact of such unspecified events
has therefore proven understandably difficult in empirical studies,
but computational modeling provides a possible tool to approach
this issue, and to determine whether such hypothetical interfer-
ence from prior behaviors could indeed replicate the existing data
on warm-up effects.
Many computational models of associative learning exist, often
using a reinforcement learning (RL) model which consists of two
modules, the actor and the critic (Barto et al., 1983). The critic
receives as input the current state, defined as the configuration
of external and internal stimuli, and learns to output the “good-
ness” or reward value of each state. In the absence of explicit
reward or punishment, learning can also be driven by changes
in the prediction of future reward or punishment (Sutton, 1988;
Dayan and Balleine, 2002). The critic sends these prediction val-
ues to the actor which learns through trial and error to select
from a set of possible responses in order to maximize future
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reward and minimize future punishment (Dayan and Balleine,
2002). Such models therefore embody aspects of several theories of
avoidance learning, including two-factor theory (Mowrer, 1951),
which posits separate stimulus–stimulus and stimulus–outcome
learning processes, and cognitive expectancy theories, which posit
that organisms learn to select among possible responses based
on the expected long-term outcome from each (Tolman, 1932;
Seligman and Johnston, 1973). Actor–critic models have been
widely used by many researchers to understand the roles of brain
substrates, such as the nigrostriatal dopamine system, the dorsal
striatal action selection system, the prefrontal cortex, and the hip-
pocampus (e.g., Houk and Wise, 1995; Schultz, 1998; Daw et al.,
2005; Moustafa et al., 2009, 2010), and to simulate classical con-
ditioning data and/or category learning data (e.g., Moustafa et al.,
2009, 2010), or appetitive conditioning (for review, see Dayan and
Balleine, 2002). Such models have also been successfully used to
simulate shuttlebox avoidance (Johnson et al., 2002; Smith et al.,
2004; Moutoussis et al., 2008; Maia, 2010) and can capture var-
ious features of empirical data including negatively accelerated
learning curves, reduced latency to respond with extended train-
ing, and resistance to extinction when the shocks are no longer
administered.
Here, we show that such a RL model incorporating actor and
critic modules can also successfully capture many aspects of lever-
press avoidance in SD rats, including the transition from escape
to avoidance responding and the phenomenon of warm-up. The
model thus provides one possible explanation of warm-up based
purely on learning mechanisms, without requiring additional
assumptions about motivational or emotional processes. We also
show that WKY performance can be simulated by adjusting several
parameters in the model, which have largely independent effects
on aspects of avoidance. The model further predicts that SD will
show warm-up, but WKY will show first-trial avoidance, under a
range of inter-session intervals. As a partial test of this prediction,
we tested SD and WKY rats in the lever-press paradigm with the
inter-session interval reduced from the “standard” 48–24 h (daily
sessions); results confirm the model predictions. The model there-
fore suggests that multiple, interacting mechanisms may underlie
pathological avoidance in WKY rats, which in turn may provide




In a canonical version of the lever-press avoidance paradigm (e.g.,
Servatius et al., 2008), the warning signal W is a tone that comes
on at the start of a trial and remains present for a 60-s warning
period; a lever-press during this warning period is scored as an
avoidance response and terminates the trial, triggering a 3-min
safe period (ITI) signaled by a flashing light (S). Otherwise, once
the 60-s warning period has elapsed, W remains on and scram-
bled 1 mA, 0.5 s footshocks (U ) are delivered through the grid
floor every 3 s for a maximum of 99 shocks. A lever-press dur-
ing the shock period is scored as an escape response, terminating
both W and U, and triggering the ITI. Twenty trials are typically
delivered in a daily session, with sessions occurring on alternat-
ing days (48-hour inter-session interval); between sessions, the
animal is removed to the home cage. Each session begins with a
60-s stimulus-free period in the testing chamber.
To simulate this paradigm, each trial is divided into 54 timesteps
that each represents approximately 10 s of simulated time. At each
timestep, inputs signal the presence or absence of W, S, U, and
the context (home cage or experimental chamber). The acquisi-
tion phase of the task consists of 12 sessions; Figure 1 shows a
schematic representation of the events in one acquisition session.
Under standard conditions, each acquisition session starts with six
timesteps in the experimental context, followed by 20 trials. On
each trial, W is presented for 6 timesteps (warning period) and
persists through a further 30 timesteps where U is also presented
(shock period), followed by 18 timesteps with S (ITI period).
At each timestep, the actor receives inputs and can choose a
response from among a set of possible actions, with one action
arbitrarily designated as lever-press. A lever-press response dur-
ing the warning period, but before onset of shock, is scored as an
avoidance response and terminatesW and causes the trial to move
directly to the ITI period; a lever-press response during the shock
period is scored as an escape response and terminates W and U,
and causes the trial to move directly to the ITI period.
Following the end of each session, an “overnight” period is
simulated during which the home cage context input is present
instead of the testing chamber context, no other inputs (W, U, S)
are present, and the lever-press response is disabled. This overnight
period is 18,000 timesteps in length, to simulate the relative ratio of
home cage time to testing sessions in animals given testing sessions
on alternating days.
The last acquisition session is followed by 12 extinction sessions
that are the same as acquisition except that U is never presented.
ACTOR MODULE
At every timestep t, the actor module chooses a response r from
a set of A possible actions, of which one is arbitrarily designated
to represent lever-press (Figure 2). To capture the fact that lever-
press is only one of a large number of possible actions available to
an animal (e.g., grooming, rearing), A= 100 in these simulations.














where f (x)= ex, a= 1..A and T is an explore/exploit parameter
(sometimes called the “inverse temperature”) which governs the
tendency to repeat previously reinforced responses vs. explore





m[a][i] ∗ Ii + p ∗ c[a][i].
Here, I i is the current value of input i; m[a][i] is the strength of
the connection from input i to action a, with all m[a][i] initial-
ized to a small value (0.01) at the beginning of a simulation run. P
is a perseveration factor governing the tendency to repeat a prior
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FIGURE 1 | Schematic of events during one acquisition session in the
model. Each training session begins with a short stimulus-free period (Pre) in
the testing chamber context. Then, on each trial, the warning signalW is
presented for several timesteps (“warning period,” white boxes), with each
timestep representing about 10 s. Next,W and the shock U are presented
together for several timesteps (“shock period,” red boxes); finally, bothW and
U are removed and the ITI signal S is presented for several timesteps (“ITI
period,” green boxes), after which the next trial begins with another
presentation ofW. At each timestep, the actor module chooses and executes
a response from a large set of possible actions; one of these is arbitrarily
designated as lever-press. Lever-press during the warning period is scored as
an avoidance response: in this case,W is terminated, U is omitted, and the
trial proceeds directly to the ITI. Lever-press during the shock period is scored
as an escape response: in this case,W and U are terminated and the trial
proceeds directly to the ITI. Lever-press responses during the stimulus-free
period at the start of the session (Pre) are scored as anticipatory responses.
Events during extinction sessions are identical except that U is never
presented.
FIGURE 2 | Schematic of the actor–critic model. Inputs consist of values
indicating presence or absence of the warning signalW, the ITI signal S, the
shock U, and the context (experimental testing chamber or home cage). The
actor contains weighted connections from every input to each of several
possible actions a1, … , a100, one of which is arbitrarily designated as
lever-press. Based on the sum of weighted inputs, a probabilistic rule is
used to select one action at each timestep. Reinforcement R is then
provided to the critic module, which also contains weighted connections
from each input, and calculates V, a prediction of future reward (or
punishment). The prediction error PE, which is the difference between
expected outcome V and actual outcome R, is then used to train the
weights in both the actor and critic modules.
action (values of P < 0 confer a tendency for spontaneous alterna-
tion) and c is a working memory trace that records prior actions
in response to the inputs: c[r][i]= 1 for the action r which was
executed at time t ; for all actions a 6= r, c[a][i]← c[a][i]*0.95. All
c[a][i] are initialized to 0 at the start of a simulation run.
CRITIC MODULE
Based on the action r selected by the actor module at timestep t,
external reinforcement R is provided. If shock is present at t + 1,
then R is set to Rshock, a large negative value (e.g.,−4); otherwise
R= 0 unless the action selected was lever-press, in which case R
is set to Rpress, a small negative value (e.g.,−0.2) representing the
cost of lever-press in energy expenditure and missed opportunity
to engage in other behaviors.
Based on R, the critic module computes prediction error PE,
defined as
PE = R + 0.9 ∗ V − V ′





and where V ′ is the value of V from the prior timestep. All v[i]
are initialized to 0 at the start of a simulation run, and updated as
∆v[i] =α∗ PE ∗ Ii
where α is a learning rate that governs rate of weight change in the
critic. The values of v[i] are clipped at±Rshock, to prevent v from
growing out of bounds.
The weights in the actor module m[r][i] for the chosen action
r are also updated based on PE:
∆m[r][i] = ε ∗ (PE −m[r][i]) ∗ Ii
where ε is the learning rate that governs rate of weight change in
the actor. The values of m are restricted to be ≥0.
SIMULATING BEHAVIOR
For each trial, the dependent variables are the latency to first lever-
press response on that trial (calculated in timesteps since the onset
of W ), and whether that first lever-press constitutes an avoid-
ance response (occurring within the warning period), an escape
response (occurring within the shock period), or neither (occur-
ring during the ITI). If no lever-press responses are made during
the trial, latency defaults to the maximum number of timesteps in
the trial. In addition, anticipatory responses are defined as lever-
press responses occurring during the stimulus-free period at the
beginning of each session.
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To simulate the behavior of SD rats, parameter space was
explored for four free parameters: α (learning rate in the critic),
ε (learning rate in the actor),T (explore/exploit), and P (persever-
ation). Parametric explorations are shown in the Supplementary
Material; in brief,manipulations ofT tended to affect rate of avoid-
ance acquisition, without much effect on extinction or warm-up;
manipulations of α tended to affect rate of extinction, without
much effect on acquisition or warm-up; and manipulations of
P tended to affect warm-up without much effect on either acqui-
sition or extinction. Manipulations of ε also tended to affect
acquisition rate, but these effects were more dramatic than the
effects of manipulating T, and realistic learning curves were only
obtained within a fairly small range of values. Simulations that
best simulated key features of SD behavior were obtained when
α= 0.05, ε= 0.005, T = 1.0, and P = 0.25, and these values were
subsequently “fixed” for the SD simulations reported below.
Next, the model was adjusted to simulate behaviorally inhib-
ited WKY rats. While WKY rats have a number of phenotypic
differences compared to control strains, there are three in par-
ticular that appear to relate in a fairly straightforward way to
RL model parameters. First, because WKY rats are behaviorally
inhibited, and behavioral inhibition implies a tendency to repeat
previously reinforced (familiar) responses rather than explore new
ones, we reduced the value of T. Second, given data suggesting that
WKY rats have reduced mesolimbic dopamine function (Jiao et al.,
2003), a system which has been implicated in generating the pre-
diction error signal in RL (Hollerman and Schultz, 1998; Schultz
and Dickinson, 2000), we reduced the learning rate α at which
the critic updates weights based on prediction error. Third, given
data suggesting that WKY rats have reduced dopamine function in
prefrontal cortex (De La Garza and Mahoney, 2004), a brain area
implicated in working memory, such as would maintain a trace of
recent responses (Goldman-Rakic, 1992; Bussey et al., 2001), we
reduced the perseveration parameter P. As described below, simu-
lations with these three parameter values (i.e.,α= 0.005,T = 0.25,
and P = 0), produced behavior that simulated key features of the
WKY rat.
All modeling results reported are averaged over 10 simulation
runs.
MODELING RESULTS
BASIC FEATURES OF AVOIDANCE ACQUISITION AND EXTINCTION IN
SD ANDWKY
Figure 3A shows typical acquisition and extinction curves
obtained in male SD and WKY rats, expressed as percent of trials
with an avoidance response, with WKY rats acquiring faster (ses-
sions 1–10) and to a higher asymptotic level, compared to SD rats
(Jiao et al., 2011a); WKY rats also extinguish slower when shock no
FIGURE 3 | Acquisition and extinction of avoidance. (A) Male WKY rats
acquire avoidance, expressed as percent of trials with an avoidance response,
faster (sessions 1–10) and to a higher asymptotic level, and extinguish slower
(sessions 11–23), compared to male SD rats. Adapted from Figure 5 of Jiao
et al. (2011a). (B)The same strain difference is reflected in latency to respond:
male WKY rats respond faster than male SD rats during acquisition, and
continue to give short-latency responses during the first few extinction
sessions. Here, latency is defined as average time from onset of warning
signal to first avoidance response; responses occurring within first 60 s after
warning signal onset (below dotted line) are avoidance responses. Adapted
from Figure 1 of Servatius et al. (2008). (C) As in the rat data, the WKY model
acquires faster (sessions 1–12) and extinguishes slower (sessions 13–24) than
the SD model. (D) Similarly, the WKY model gives faster latency responses
than the SD model, and continues to give short-latency avoidance responses
for the first several sessions of extinction. Avoidance responses occur within
the first six timesteps after warning signal onset (below dotted line). Here and
in subsequent figures, simulation results are shown averaged over 10
simulation runs; error bars show SEM computed across runs.
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longer occurs (sessions 11–23). Another way to assess learning is by
considering latency from onset of the warning signal to first lever-
press response; responses occurring before shock onset (during
the warning period) are avoidance responses, and those occur-
ring during the subsequent shock period are escape responses. As
shown in Figure 3B, during the first few acquisition sessions, both
SD and WKY rats rapidly decrease average latency, so that on most
trials, responses occur within the warning period; during extinc-
tion, latency rapidly increases in SD rats while WKY rats continue
to give responses during the warning period for several sessions,
even though the shock no longer occurs (Servatius et al., 2008).
Figure 3C shows acquisition and extinction curves obtained in
the SD and WKY models, with fast acquisition and slow extinc-
tion in the WKY model. Similarly, the SD model shows decreasing
response latency across the 12 acquisition sessions, so that by the
end of acquisition, most responses are avoidance responses that
occur within the warning period (here, within timesteps 0–6);
during extinction, latencies quickly increase (Figure 3D). How-
ever, in the WKY model, response latencies remain within the
warning period for several extinction sessions, similar to the rat
data shown in Figure 3B.
As mentioned above, warm-up is exhibited in the SD but
not WKY rats. Figure 4A shows typical within-session avoidance
responding patterns, plotted as trial-by-trial responding aver-
aged across several blocks of training sessions (Perrotti et al.,
2013). As illustrated in the figure, avoidance responding typi-
cally increases across trials within a session, but particularly in
later sessions, SD rats generally make fewer avoidance responses
on the first few trials of a session, compared to their perfor-
mance at the end of the previous session or later in the same
session. Figure 4B shows similar within-session data from the
SD and WKY model. During the first three sessions of acquisi-
tion, the SD model does not show much avoidance responding
(Figure 4B1); however, as the avoidance response is acquired
in sessions 4–6 and beyond, the SD simulations reliably show
warm-up (Figures 4B2–4). WKY simulations do not show warm-
up during these acquisition sessions. During early extinction
(Figures 4B5,6), the SD model continues to show warm-up, mean-
ing that avoidance responses increase over the first few trials of
an extinction session, even though no reinforcer is delivered; this
pattern of paradoxical increases in responding across the first few
trials of early extinction session has also been observed in SD rats
(Beck et al., 2011).
EFFECTS OF MANIPULATING SHOCK INTENSITY
One possible reason for faster learning in the WKY strain could
be increased sensitivity to shock, since stronger punishers should
tend to produce faster associative learning. However, increasing
the shock amplitude, e.g., from 1 to 2 mA, does not significantly
alter acquisition speed in either WKY or SD rats, with SD rats con-
tinuing to learn more slowly than WKY rats at either amplitude
(Figure 5A; Jiao et al., 2011b), although extinction in the WKY rats
is worse after training with the higher amplitude shock. Figure 5B
shows a similar pattern in the model: when the shock amplitude
(value of Rshock in the model) is doubled, WKY simulations still
learn faster than SD simulations; however, extinction in the WKY
model is severely attenuated following training with the greater
shock amplitude. The modeling results suggest that differences
in shock sensitivity do not have to be assumed to explain strain
differences in learning and extinction.
EFFECTS OF MANIPULATING WARNING SIGNAL
In outbred rat strains such as SD, learning of lever-press avoidance
is affected when the length of the warning signal (interstimulus
interval or ISI) is varied (Cole and Fantino, 1966; Berger and
Brush, 1975; Berger and Starzec, 1988). For example, on a lever-
press avoidance task similar to the paradigm described above,
SD rats trained with a fixed-interval 60-s warning signal (F-60)
acquired the avoidance response, but those trained with a 10-s
warning signal (F-10) exhibited low levels of avoidance respond-
ing, although escape responding was robust (Figure 6A; Berger
and Brush, 1975). Reduced avoidance responding under the 10-s
ISI is sometimes attributed to motivational factors, such as a fear
response to the warning signal which causes freezing that must be
overcome before lever-pressing can be initiated; such explanations
assume that a 60-s ISI is enough to allow this fear response to
dissipate but a 10-s ISI is not. However, such explanations need
not necessarily be invoked to explain reduced avoidance acquisi-
tion under a shorter ISI. Specifically, when ISI in the SD model
is reduced from 60 s of simulated time to 10 s, avoidance acquisi-
tion is greatly reduced, although not abolished (Figure 6B). This
is simply due to the probabilistic nature of response selection in
the actor module of the model; with a longer ISI there is greater
probability that lever-press will be selected at least once during
the warning period, compared to a shorter ISI which provides
fewer timepoints at which to select actions. On the other hand,
WKY rats can acquire robust avoidance responses even under the
shorter ISI (Berger and Starzec, 1988); Figure 6B shows that the
WKY model is less impaired under the 10 s ISI than is the SD
model, although performance is not as good as under the longer
ISI for either model.
Manipulating the ISI provides a way to explore another possi-
ble explanation for the absence of warm-up shown in WKY rats
and the WKY model, which is that warm-up occurs only while
the avoidance response is still being acquired; thus, SD rats (and
model) which learn slowly continue to show warm-up behavior
throughout the acquisition sessions, but WKY rats (and model)
which quickly reach a higher level of performance do not show
warm-up behavior. However, Figure 6C shows that, while the SD
model shows warm-up under both the 10 and 60-s ISI conditions,
there continues to be an absence of warm-up in the WKY model,
even under the 10-s condition, where a relatively low performance
criterion is reached even in the final session block of acquisition
training (Figure 6C4).
The model therefore makes the novel prediction that the pres-
ence of warm-up in SD, and the absence of warm-up in WKY,
should be independent of whether high or low performance levels
are reached.
MANIPULATIONS OF INTER-SESSION INTERVAL
Another feature of warm-up observed in early studies with out-
bred rats is that it appears even when the inter-session interval
is fairly short, e.g., 30 min (Hineline, 1978) or 1 h (Kamin, 1963),
and occurs whether or not the animal is removed to the home cage
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FIGURE 4 |Warm-up – transiently decreased avoidance responding at the
start of a session, compared to the end of the previous session or later in
the same session – plotted as trial-by-trial responding, averaged over
blocks of 3 sessions. (A)Warm-up is exhibited by SD but not WKY rats. Over
the first three sessions of acquisition (A1), both SD and WKY rats show
increased avoidance responses across trials within a session. Over later
session blocks (A2–4), SD rats show warm-up, but WKY rats generally start
each session at about the same performance level as at the end of the prior
session. Asterisks indicate significantly greater responding in WKY than SD;
crosses indicate significantly less responding by SD on the first two trials of a
block than on the last two trials of the preceding block. Adapted from Figure 1
of Perrotti et al. (2013). (B) Similarly, warm-up is shown during acquisition by
the SD but not WKY model (B1–4). During early extinction sessions (B5,6),
the SD model continues to show warm-up: lower response rates at the
beginning of a session than at the end of the prior session or later in the same
session, even though no shocks are provided during these sessions.
between sessions, or is housed round-the-clock in the conditioning
chambers to eliminate possible contextual effects (Hineline, 1978).
The SD model is able to capture these effects as well. As the length
of the inter-session is varied from 0 min to the“standard”48 h, and
even up to the equivalent of 30 days of simulated time (259,200
timesteps) between testing sessions, there is little effect on acqui-
sition or extinction rate in the SD model (Figure 7A1; for clarity,
only a few representative curves are shown); Figure 7C1 plots the
eventual asymptote (avoidance rates in training session 12) for all
values of inter-session interval explored in the model, and shows
that all simulations reached approximately the same asymptote.
However, inter-session interval does affect warm-up in the SD
model, evident as a sharp decrease in response on the first trial of
a session (Figure 7A2; again, for clarity, only a few representative
curves are shown); Figure 7C2 shows data from all inter-session
intervals explored, plotted as a difference score representing the
average difference in responding on trial 2 vs. trial 1 of sessions 10–
12. There is no warm-up in the SD model when sessions are con-
tinuous, but warm-up emerges with inter-session intervals as short
as a few minutes of simulated time, and reaches what appears to be
a maximum with intervals of 30 min or longer. The same general
pattern of results is obtained in the SD model when “round-the-
clock” housing is simulated; i.e., when contextual inputs remain
the same throughout the experiment rather than switching to the
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FIGURE 5 | Effects of punisher intensity. (A)The facilitated acquisition in
WKY rats is independent of shock intensity (1 vs. 2 mA), although male WKY
rats trained with the 2 mA shock extinguish more slowly than counterparts
trained with 1 mA shock, or SD rats at either intensity. Adapted from Figure 1
of Jiao et al. (2011b). (B) In the model, shock intensity is determined by the
value of Rpress. As in the animal data, increasing the shock intensity (from
Rpress = -4 vs. -8) strongly attenuates extinction in the WKY model, with
relatively little effect on extinction in the SD model.
FIGURE 6 | Effects of ISI. (A) On a lever-press procedure, female SD
rats could learn with a 60 s ISI (F-60) but not a 10 s ISI (F-10). Adapted
from Figure 2 of Berger and Brush (1975). (B) Acquisition is similarly
reduced in both the SD and WKY model when the ISI is reduced from
60 to 10 s; however, even at the shorter ISI, the WKY model still learns
faster and extinguishes more slowly than SD model. (C) Presence of
warm-up (SD) and lack of warm-up (WKY) is not affected by ISI in the
model.
home cage context during the inter-session interval (simulations
not shown). Therefore, the model can also capture this feature of
warm-up in the SD rat.
On the other hand, the model predicts that changes in inter-
session interval will affect acquisition and eventual asymptote in
the WKY, without producing warm-up. Figure 7B1 shows that
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FIGURE 7 |Warm-up as a function of inter-session interval in the
model. Acquisition and extinction were simulated under a range of
inter-session intervals in the SD and WKY models. There is little effect of
inter-session interval on acquisition or extinction in the SD model (A1),
while for the WKY model (B1), asymptotic responding (in session 12) is
lower when inter-session interval is more than about 1 h of simulated
time. For illustration, learning curves obtained under a few intervals are
shown in (A1) and (B1); (C1) shows the eventual asymptote (percent
avoiding, session 12) for all intervals tested, in both the SD and WKY
models. Inter-session interval does affect warm-up in the SD but not WKY
model; again, for illustration (A2) and (B2) show data obtained under a
few intervals while (C2) plots the average change in response rate from
trial 1 to trial 2 of the last session block, at each interval tested (up to
30 days of simulated time). In the SD model (A2), warm-up is absent if
sessions are continuous (no inter-session interval), but some warm-up is
observed when even a short inter-session interval is interposed, and
warm-up is robust when the inter-session interval is 30 min or longer.
Warm-up is not evident in the WKY model at any inter-session interval
tested. contin= continuous sessions, m=min, h=hours, d =days;
*=“standard” inter-session interval. Note that, for all conditions except
contin, each session started with a 1 min pre-stimulus interval, in addition
to the explicit inter-session interval.
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shorter inter-session intervals (e.g., ≤1 h of simulated time) pro-
duce faster learning to a higher asymptote, and slower extinction,
than longer inter-session intervals (e.g.,≥6 h). However, in no case
do WKY simulations exhibit warm-up (Figure 7B2).
The simulations with varying inter-session interval have impli-
cations for empirical studies. In particular, lever-press avoidance in
rats is typically run with sessions on alternating days (i.e., 48-hour
inter-session interval); this is primarily due to a tacit assumption
that more frequent sessions (e.g., 24-hour inter-session interval)
might be too stressful or otherwise impair learning. However, the
simulations in Figure 7 suggest that, over a wide range of inter-
session interval, there is little effect on acquisition, extinction, or
warm-up in either the SD or WKY model, at least for inter-session
intervals longer than about 30 m. In particular, if the model can
adequately account for the major processes underlying avoidance
learning in SD and WKY rats, then data obtained under daily
training should show the same basic features of faster acquisition
in WKY, with SD but not WKY showing warm-up. This prediction
was tested with an empirical study, as described next.
EMPIRICAL METHODS
As a test of the model prediction that strain differences in acqui-
sition and warm-up observed under the “standard” inter-session
interval of 48 h appear also with a 24-hour inter-session interval,
an empirical study was conducted with SD and WKY rats given
daily training sessions of lever-press avoidance. Materials and pro-
cedures generally followed those of prior studies described above
(Servatius et al., 2008; Beck et al., 2010) except for inter-session
interval which was reduced to 24 h, as described below. The study
methods were approved by the IACUC at VA New Jersey Health
Care System and confirmed to Federal standards set in the NIH
Guide for the Care and Use of Laboratory Animals.
ANIMALS
Eight male WKY rats (10 weeks old) and 8 male SD rats (10 weeks
old) were obtained from Harlan Labs Inc. (Indianapolis, IN, USA).
Rats were individually housed in cages on a 12:12 light cycle (lights
on at 0700). All rats had at least 2 weeks to acclimate to their liv-
ing conditions prior to the start of training and had free access to
water and food in their home cages. The Institutional Animal Care
and Use Committee approved all procedures in accordance with
AAALAC standards.
APPARATUS
Training was conducted in 30 cm× 25 cm × 30 cm operant avoid-
ance chambers. The chambers were sound attenuated and had
clear Plexiglas front doors. One wall was fitted with a lever (10.5 cm
above the grid floor), a speaker (26 cm above the floor), and a light
cue (20.5 cm above the floor) that designated the ITI, and blinked
at a rate of 0.5 Hz when illuminated. On the opposing wall, a house
light (26 cm above the floor) was continually lit for illumination.
A scrambled 1.0 mA electric footshock was delivered via a shocker
(Coulbourn Instruments, Langhorn, PA, USA).
AVOIDANCE CONDITIONING
Twelve acquisition sessions occurred during the light cycle over
twelve consecutive days. Each session began with a 1 min stimulus-
free period, followed by 20 escape-avoidance trials. A trial began
with a 75 dB, 1000 Hz tone (warning signal) that preceded the
first shock by 1 min. Lever-press responses during this tone-alone
warning period terminated the tone and were scored as avoidance
responses. If no avoidance response was made, the tone remained
on and a series of 1.0 mA footshocks (0.5 s in duration every
3 s) were delivered through the grid floor; lever-press responses
during this period caused termination of both tone and shock
and were scored as escape responses. In the absence of an escape
response, shocks terminated after 300 s. Each trial was followed
by a 3 min ITI, during which the blinking light cue (ITI signal)
was presented. Typically, any rats that fail to produce at least five
lever-press responses by the end of Session 5 are excluded; in the
current experiment, no animals met this criterion and none were
excluded.
DATA ANALYSIS
Graphic State (Coulbourn Instruments, Langhorn, PA, USA) was
used to control the testing apparatus and to record avoidance
responses and response latency on each trial. Custom algorithms
in S-Plus were used to detect all actions on the lever during the
entire session. Avoidance responses were ascertained from these
data, and they were analyzed using mixed-design ANOVA with
between-subjects factor of strain and between-subjects factor of
trial and/or session.
EMPIRICAL RESULTS
Given daily testing sessions (24-h inter-session interval), there were
main effects of Strain, F(1, 14)= 33.5, p< 0.0001 and Session,
F(11,154)= 32.9, p< 0.0001, indicating acquisition of the avoid-
ance response occurred in both strains, but the strains differed
in their overall performance (Figure 8A). WKY rats acquired the
avoidance behavior quicker and to a higher asymptotic level than
SD. Thus, as in the model (Figure 8B), decreasing the inter-session
interval from 48 to 24 h preserved the faster acquisition normally
observed in WKY rats.
Next, to examine effects of the shorter inter-session interval
on warm-up, avoidance responses were analyzed within a ses-
sion, averaged across three sessions for each of four session blocks.
There were main effects of strain, F(1, 14)= 33.5, p< 0.0001, Ses-
sion block, F(3,42)= 56.8, p< 0.0001, and trial, F (19, 266)= 5.1,
p< 0.0001, as well as an interaction between strain and trial,
F(19,266)= 5.1, p< 0.0001); specifically, as shown in Figure 9A,
WKY rats tended to outperform SD rats, particularly on the early
trials of a session; by the later trials of a session block (particularly
later session blocks, Figures 9A3,4), SD rats approximated the per-
formance levels of WKY rats. As evidenced by the average of the
first two trials of the last session block vs. the last two trials of
the previous session block, WKY rats show absolutely no evidence
of warm-up, whereas the SD rats clearly exhibit warm-up. Thus,
the empirical data support the model predictions (Figure 9B) that
warm-up is preserved in SD rats, but absent in WKY rats, even
under the shorter inter-session interval.
DISCUSSION
The current work demonstrates that a RL model can capture
many aspects of avoidance acquisition and extinction of lever-
press responding in outbred SD rats, including the phenomenon
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FIGURE 8 | Avoidance acquisition under “daily” training (i.e., 24 h
inter-session intervals). (A) Empirical results show that the strain difference
is preserved, with WKY rats learning the avoidance response faster, and to a
higher asymptote, than SD rats. (B) For comparison, model predictions for
this condition are replotted here from Figure 7. Consistent with the empirical
data, the WKY model shows facilitated acquisition relative to the SD model.
FIGURE 9 |Within-session responding under “daily” training.
(A) Empirical data show that warm-up is preserved in SD rats
under daily training, while WKY rats show response rate on the
first trials of a session comparable to their levels at the end of the
prior session. (B) For comparison, model predictions for this
condition are replotted here from Figure 7; consistent with the
empirical data, the SD model but not WKY model shows
warm-up.
of warm-up, which correctly appears in the SD model even when
the inter-session interval is fairly short (≥30 min of simulated
time) and even if inter-session intervals occur in the training envi-
ronment, with no context shift (removal to home cage) between
sessions. As in the empirical data, warm-up in the SD model does
not require explanations invoking emotional effects, contextual
shift effects, or simple forgetting; rather, warm-up in the SD model
reflects a tendency to perseverate or repeat behaviors that have
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occurred during the inter-session interval at the expense of avoid-
ance responding, similar to the interpretation proposed by Spear
et al. (1973). Thus, when the parameter P, which governs persever-
ation, is reduced to 0,warm-up is abolished without much effect on
other aspects of behavior in the model, such as rate of acquisition
or extinction (see Figures S1C,D in Supplementary Material).
The model also provides an explanation of the finding that
SD rats show reduced avoidance acquisition under short ISI. This
poor learning is sometimes attributed to motivational factors such
as a fear response to the warning signal that causes freezing which
must be overcome before an operant avoidance response can be
initiated; under this theory, the shorter ISI simply does not leave
enough time for this emotional response to dissipate before shock
onset. However, the model provides a simpler interpretation: a
shorter warning signal is simply shorter, making it less likely that
a probabilistic response selection process will choose a lever-press
response at least once within that time period, compared to the
probability under a longer warning signal.
The model can also address data from behaviorally inhib-
ited WKY rats, which typically show faster acquisition, slower
extinction, and lack of warm-up. WKY-like behavior is produced
when the model is altered by reducing the default values of
three model parameters: reducing the explore/exploit parame-
ter T, which causes a decrease in behavioral exploration similar
to behavioral inhibition, and increases acquisition rates; reducing
the learning rate α, which impairs extinction; and reducing the
perseveration parameter P, which reduces warm-up. The model
also correctly captures the effect of increasing the intensity of the
punisher, which causes little facilitation of acquisition in either rat
strain but greatly retards extinction in the WKY rats.
The ability of the model to simulate these strain differences sug-
gests that differences in behavior between SD and WKY rats may
be best understood as resulting from distinct associative learn-
ing mechanisms, each of which may be amenable to independent
study. If the mechanisms underlying pathological avoidance in
WKY rats are similar to those underlying avoidance vulnerabil-
ity in humans, then avoidance vulnerability may similarly reflect
a confluence of several mechanisms which, together, produce the
endophenotype.
The RL model also makes several novel predictions. First, it
predicts that the impaired extinction observed in WKY rats is
not simply an artifact of their higher response asymptote during
acquisition, compared to SD rats. Instead, even under a short ISI
where a fairly low response asymptote is reached during acqui-
sition, the WKY model continues to show impaired extinction
compared to the SD model trained under the same conditions
(Figure 6).
Second, the model predicts that the accelerated avoidance in
WKY rats is not simply a reflection of the absence of warm-up.
As shown by parametric manipulations (Figures S1C,D in Supple-
mentary Material), altering the perseveration parameter P at least
within a range from neutral (P = 0) to mildly positive (P ≤ 0.25)
values affects warm-up but has little effect on rates of either
acquisition or extinction of avoidance responding. Even under
conditions where the WKY model shows degraded learning, such
as the short ISI training simulated in Figure 6, the SD model
nevertheless still shows warm-up, and the WKY model does not.
Third, while continuous sessions abolish warm-up, for inter-
session intervals ranging from 30 min to 30 days of simulated time,
warm-up is robust in the SD model, but never appears in the WKY
model. This prediction was partially confirmed by our empirical
data, which show that when the inter-session interval is halved,
from the “standard” 48 to 24 h (daily sessions), WKY rats still
acquire the avoidance response faster than SD rats, while SD but
not WKY still show warm-up. While the daily testing sessions may
arguably be more stressful for the animal, in neither the empirical
study nor the model simulations did this change affect associative
learning.
Limitations of the current work include the fact that the RL
model is a fairly abstract model; although parameters can be
manipulated which bear some resemblance to known features of
SD vs. WKY rats, the RL model cannot provide a complete account
of the underlying biology that gives rise to strain differences in
avoidance behavior. In addition, while the current study focused
on comparing SD and WKY, there are other strain differences that
could be modeled. For example, the outbred C57BL mouse strain
appears to acquire a lever-press avoidance response about as well
as outbred SD rats, but an inbred strain, the FVB/NJ mouse, learns
to escape but not avoid (Brennan, 2004). The RL model could be
used to examine possible mechanisms underlying this behavioral
phenotype, which may be relevant to understanding comparable
phenotypes in human anxiety and depression.
Further, although strain is indeed an important determinant
of variability in learning and behavior, there are other impor-
tant individual differences that affect acquisition and maintenance
of avoidance too; among these are sex differences (Beck et al.,
2010, 2011), which the current model does not address, although
some aspects of sex differences might be in principle amenable
to future study to determine which parametric differences best
capture behavioral differences observed between male and female
rats. In particular, while female rats generally outperform male rats
of the same strain on lever-press avoidance acquisition, male and
female rats are differentially affected by the presence of the safety
signal during the ITI (Beck et al., 2011), and computational mod-
eling might help elucidate some of the mechanisms underlying
this difference.
Finally, although the RL model provides simple explanations
for many features of avoidance that do not require invoking moti-
vation or emotion as constructs, nevertheless SD and WKY rats
clearly differ in emotional responding; in fact, one of the defining
characteristics of behavioral inhibition in WKY rats is exaggerated
freezing after initial placement in the center of a brightly lit open
field or when faced with an electrified probe [for review, see Jiao
et al. (2011a)]. Such freezing would obviously be expected to facil-
itate passive avoidance in WKY rats, although it would actually be
expected to impair – not facilitate – active avoidance compared
to SD rats. Although freezing to the warning signal has not to
our knowledge been explicitly assessed in WKY rats during lever-
press avoidance, there are no differences between WKY and SD
rats in freezing to a tone stimulus that has been paired with an
electric shock in a classical conditioning paradigm (LeDoux et al.,
1983). In addition, increasing the shock intensity, which should
presumably increase emotional responding, does not greatly affect
acquisition in either strain (Figure 5A; Jiao et al., 2011b). For these
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reasons, freezing alone does not appear to adequately explain the
strain differences in warm-up. However, freezing is an important
species-specific response to threatening stimuli, and may play an
important role in strain differences in active avoidance; in fact,
given the higher freezing in WKY rats placed in the open field, it
is theoretically possible that manipulations which reduce freezing
would actually magnify strain differences observed in avoidance
acquisition and extinction. On the other hand, avoidance learning
is known to be facilitated following exposure to stressors (Brennan
et al., 2005, 2006). The existing RL model does not consider how
learning might be modulated by emotional and/or neurochem-
ical states brought on by prior experiences, and thus it cannot
directly address these concepts. However, the model simulations
and empirical study both suggest that reducing inter-session inter-
val,which might arguably cause an increase in stress – by increasing
absolute shock frequency and/or allowing less time for arousal to
dissipate between sessions – is not of itself sufficient to affect strain
differences in avoidance acquisition and warm-up.
Future modeling work could address some of these ideas.
Despite these limitations, the current work shows that a fairly sim-
ple RL model can simulate key features of lever-press avoidance,
and parametric manipulations can capture a range of observed
phenomena in acquisition, extinction, and warm-up, without
needing to invoke additional motivational or emotional mech-
anisms. The model may thus provide a framework for further
exploration of these mechanisms and their role in pathologi-
cal avoidance, and in future could be used to explore the space
of possible potential pathways (e.g., behavioral interventions) to
remediate pathological avoidance. Such exploration can be done
cheaply and quickly in a computational model, and paradigms
identified as of interest could then be targeted for future study in
rat models and also in humans. This in turn might help in the
development of more sophisticated behavioral therapies to pro-
mote extinction of pathological avoidance or even prevent the ini-
tial development of pathological avoidance in anxiety-vulnerable
individuals.
AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS
Catherine E. Myers, Kevin D. Beck, and Richard J. Servatius con-
tributed to the design of the modeling work; Ian M. Smith and
Kevin D. Beck contributed to the design and implementation of
the empirical study. Catherine E. Myers conducted the compu-
tational modeling and model analysis; Ian M. Smith and Kevin
D. Beck conducted the empirical data collection and analysis.
All authors contributed to drafting and revising the manuscript,
approved the final version, and agree to be accountable for all
aspects of the work.
ACKNOWLEDGMENTS
This work was supported by Award Number I01CX000771
from the Clinical Science Research and Development Service
of the VA Office of Research and Development, Award Num-
ber I01BX000218 from the Biomedical Laboratory Research and
Development Service of the VA Office of Research and Devel-
opment, and by the SMBI. Opinions expressed herein are those
of the authors and do not necessarily represent the views of the
Department of Veterans Affairs or the U.S. Government.
SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL




Barad, M. (2005). Fear extinction in rodents: basic insight to clinical promise. Curr.
Opin. Neurobiol. 15, 710–715. doi:10.1016/j.conb.2005.10.005
Barto, A. G., Sutton, R. S., and Anderson, C. W. (1983). Neuronlike adaptive ele-
ments that can solve difficult learning control problems. IEEE Trans. Syst. Man
Cybern. 13, 834–846. doi:10.1109/TSMC.1983.6313077
Beck, K. D., Jiao, X., Pang, K. C., and Servatius, R. J. (2010). Vulnerability factors
in anxiety determined through differences in active-avoidance behavior. Prog.
Neuropsychopharmacol. Bol. Psychiatry 34, 852–860. doi:10.1016/j.pnpbp.2010.
03.036
Beck, K. D., Jiao, X., Ricart, T. M., Myers, C. E., Minor, T. R., Pang, K. C. H.,
et al. (2011). Vulnerabillity factors in anxiety: strain and sex differences in the
use of signals associated with non-threat during the acquisition and extinction
of active-avoidance behavior. Prog. Neuro-Psychopharmacol. Biol. Psychiatry 35,
1659–1670. doi:10.1016/j.pnpbp.2011.05.002
Berger, D. F., and Brush, F. R. (1975). Rapid acquisition of discrete-trial lever-press
avoidance: effects of signal-shock interval. J. Exp. Anal. Behav. 24, 227–239.
doi:10.1901/jeab.1975.24-227
Berger, D. F., and Starzec, J. J. (1988). Contrasting lever-press avoidance behaviors of
spontaneously hypertensive and normotensive rats (Rattus norvegicus). J. Comp.
Psychol. 102, 279–286. doi:10.1037/0735-7036.102.3.279
Biederman, J., Rosenbaum, J. F., Bolduc-Murphy, E. A., Faraone, S. V., Chaloff, J.,
Hirshfeld, D. R., et al. (1993). A 3-year follow-up of children with and with-
out behavioral inhibition. J. Am. Acad. Child Adolesc. Psychiatry 32, 814–821.
doi:10.1097/00004583-199307000-00016
Brennan, F. X. (2004). Genetic differences in leverpress escape/avoidance condition-
ing in seven mouse strains. Genes Brain Behav. 3, 110–114. doi:10.1111/j.1601-
183X.2003.0057.x
Brennan, F. X., Beck, K. D., Ross, R. J., and Servatius, R. J. (2005). Stress-induced
increases in avoidance responding: an animal model of post-traumatic stress
disorder behavior? Neuropsychiatr. Dis. Treat. 1, 69–72. doi:10.2147/nedt.1.1.69.
52292
Brennan, F. X., Beck, K. D., and Servatius, R. J. (2006). Predator odor facilitates
acquisition of a leverpress avoidance response in rats. Neuropsychiatr. Dis. Treat.
2, 65–69.
Bullock, D. H. (1960). Repeated conditioning: extinction sessions as a function of
the reinforcement schedule. J. Exp. Anal. Behav. 3, 241–243. doi:10.1901/jeab.
1960.3-241
Bussey, T. J., Wise, S. P., and Murray, E. A. (2001). The role of ventral
and orbitofrontal prefrontal cortex in conditional visuomotor learning and
strategy use in rhesus monkeys (Macaca mulatta). Behav. Neurosci. 115,
971–982. doi:10.1037/0735-7044.115.5.971
Cole, M., and Fantino, E. (1966). Temporal variables and trial discreteness in lever-
press avoidance. Psychon. Sci. 6, 217–218. doi:10.3758/BF03328035
Daw, N. D., Niv, Y., and Dayan, P. (2005). Uncertainty-based competition between
prefrontal and dorsolateral striatal systems for behavioral control. Nat. Neurosci.
8, 1704–1711. doi:10.1038/nn1560
Dayan, P., and Balleine, B. (2002). Reward, motivation, and reinforcement learning.
Neuron 36, 285–298. doi:10.1016/S0896-6273(02)00963-7
De La Garza, R. II, and Mahoney, J. J. III (2004). A distinct neurochemical
profile in WKY rats at baseline and in response to acute stress: implica-
tions for animal models of anxiety and depression. Brain Res. 1021, 209–218.
doi:10.1016/j.brainres.2004.06.052
Drolet, G., Proulx, K., Pearson, D., Rochford, J., and Deschepper, C.
F. (2002). Comparisons of behavioral and neurochemical characteristics
between WKY, WKHA, and Wistar rat strains. Neuropsychopharmacology 27,
400–409. doi:10.1016/S0893-133X(02)00303-2
Fox, N. A., Henderson, H. A., Marshall, P. J., Nichols, K. E., and Ghera, M. M.
(2005). Behavioral inhibition: linking biology and behavior within a develop-
mental framework. Annu. Rev. Psychol. 56, 235–262. doi:10.1146/annurev.psych.
55.090902.141532
Goldman-Rakic, P. (1992). Working memory and the mind. Sci. Am. 267, 110–117.
doi:10.1038/scientificamerican0992-110
Frontiers in Behavioral Neuroscience www.frontiersin.org August 2014 | Volume 8 | Article 283 | 13
Myers et al. Computational model of warm-up in avoidance learning
Gould, T. D., and Gottesman, I. I. (2006). Psychiatric endophenotypes and the devel-
opment of valid animal models. Genes Brain Behav. 5, 113–119. doi:10.1111/j.
1601-183X.2005.00186.x
Hineline, P. N. (1978). Warmup in avoidance as a function of time since prior
training. J. Exp. Anal. Behav. 29, 87–103. doi:10.1901/jeab.1978.29-87
Hirshfeld, D. R., Rosenbaum, J. F., Biederman, J., Bolduc, E. A., Faraone, S. V.,
Snidman, N., et al. (1992). Stable behavioral inhibition and its association
with anxiety disorder. J. Am. Acad. Child Adolesc. Psychiatry 31, 103–111.
doi:10.1097/00004583-199201000-00016
Hirshfeld-Becker, D. R., Biederman, J., Henin, A., Faraone, S. V., Davis, S., Har-
rington, K., et al. (2007). Behavioral inhibition in preschool children at risk is
a specific predictor of middle childhood social anxiety: a five-year follow-up. J.
Dev. Behav. Pediatr. 28, 225–233. doi:10.1097/01.DBP.0000268559.34463.d0
Hoffman, H. S., and Fleshler, M. (1962). The course of emotionality in the develop-
ment of avoidance. J. Exp. Psychol. 64, 288–294. doi:10.1037/h0041933
Hoffman, H. S., Fleshler, M., and Chorny, H. (1961). Discriminated bar-press avoid-
ance. J. Exp. Anal. Behav. 4, 309–316. doi:10.1901/jeab.1961.4-309
Hollerman, J., and Schultz, W. (1998). Dopamine neurons report an error in
the temporal prediction of reward during learning. Nat. Neurosci. 1, 304–309.
doi:10.1038/1124
Houk, J., and Wise, S. (1995). Distributed modular architectures linking basal gan-
glia, cerebellum, and cerebral cortex: their role in planning and controlling
action. Cereb. Cortex 5, 95–110.
Jiao, X., Beck, K. D., Pang, K. C. H., and Servatius, R. J. (2011a). “Animal models
of anxiety vulnerability – the Wistar Kyoto Rat,” in Different Views of Anxiety
Disorders, ed. D. S. Selek (Rijeka, Croatia: InTech), 95–120.
Jiao, X., Pang, K. C., Beck, K. D., Minor, T. R., and Servatius, R. J. (2011b). Avoid-
ance perseveration during extinction training in Wistar-Kyoto rats: an interac-
tion of innate vulnerability and stressor intensity. Behav. Brain Res. 221, 98–107.
doi:10.1016/j.bbr.2011.02.029
Jiao, X., Paré, W. P., and Tejani-Butt, S. (2003). Strain differences in the distribution
of dopamine transporter sites in rat brain. Prog. Neuro-Psychopharmacol. Biol.
Psychiatry 27, 913–919. doi:10.1016/S0278-5846(03)00150-7
Johnson, J. D., Li, W., Li, J., and Klopf, A. H. (2002). A computational model of
learned avoidance behavior in a one-way avoidance experiment. Adapt. Behav.
9, 91–104. doi:10.1177/105971230200900205
Kagan, J., Reznick, J. S., and Snidman, N. (1987). The physiology and psychology
of behavioral inhibition in children. Child Dev. 58, 1459–1473. doi:10.2307/
1130685
Kamin, L. J. (1963). Retention of an incompletely learned avoidance response: some
further analyses. J. Comp. Physiol. Psychol. 56, 713–718. doi:10.1037/h0043941
Karamustafalioglu, O. K., Zohar, J., Güveli, M., Gal, G., Bakim, B., Fostick, L., et al.
(2006). Natural course of posttraumatic stress disorder: a 20-month prospec-
tive study of Turkish earthquake survivors. J. Clin. Psychiatry 67, 882–889.
doi:10.4088/JCP.v67n0604
Kashdan, T. B., Morina, N., and Priebe, S. (2009). Post-traumatic stress disorder,
social anxiety disorder, and depression in survivors of the Kosovo War: experi-
ential avoidance as a contributor to distress and quality of life. J. Anxiety Disord.
23, 185–196. doi:10.1016/j.janxdis.2008.06.006
Kessler, R. C., Berglund, P., Demler, O., Jin, R., Merikangas, K. R., and Walters, E.
E. (2005). Lifetime prevalence and age-of-onset distributions of DSM-IV disor-
ders in the National Comorbidity Survey Replication. Arch. Gen. Psychiatry 62,
593–602. doi:10.1001/archpsyc.62.6.617
LeDoux, J. E., Sakaguchi, A., and Reis, D. J. (1983). Strain differences in fear between
spontaneously hypertensive and normotensive rats. Brain Res. 277, 137–143.
doi:10.1016/0006-8993(83)90915-0
Lemos, J. C., Zhang, G., Walsh, T., Kirby, L. G., Akanwa, A., Brooks-Kayal, A.,
et al. (2011). Stress-hyperresponsive WKY rats demonstrate depressed dorsal
raphe neuronal excitability and dysregulated CRF-mediated responses. Neu-
ropsychopharmacology 36, 721–734. doi:10.1038/npp.2010.200
Maia, T. V. (2010). Two-factor theory, the actor-critic model, and conditioned avoid-
ance. Learn. Behav. 38, 50–67. doi:10.3758/LB.38.1.50
McAuley, J. D., Stewart, A. L., Webber, E. S., Cromwell, H. C., Servatius, R. J., and
Pang, K. C. H. (2009). Wistar-Kyoto rats as an animal model of anxiety vulnera-
bility: Support for a hypervigilance hypothesis. Behav. Brain Res. 204, 162–168.
doi:10.1016/j.bbr.2009.05.036
McSweeney, F. K., and Roll, J. M. (1993). Responding changes systematically within
sessions during conditioning procedures. J. Exp. Anal. Behav. 60, 621–640.
doi:10.1901/jeab.1993.60-621
Moustafa, A. A., Keri, S., Herzallah, M. M., Myers, C. E., and Gluck, M. A. (2010).
A neural model of hippocampal-striatal interactions in associative learning and
transfer generalization in various neurological and psychiatric patients. Brain
Cogn. 74, 132–144. doi:10.1016/j.bandc.2010.07.013
Moustafa,A. A., Myers, C. E., and Gluck, M. A. (2009). A neurocomputational model
of classical conditioning phenomena: a putative role for the hippocampal region
in associative learning. Brain Res. 1276, 180–195. doi:10.1016/j.brainres.2009.04.
020
Moutoussis, M., Bentall, R. P., Williams, J., and Dayan, P. (2008). A temporal
difference account of avoidance learning. Network 19, 137–160. doi:10.1080/
09548980802192784
Mowrer, O. H. (1951). Two-factor learning theory: summary and comment. Psychol.
Rev. 58, 350–354. doi:10.1037/h0058956
Myers, K. M., and Davis, M. (2002). Behavioral and neural analysis of extinction.
Neuron 36, 567–584. doi:10.1016/S0896-6273(02)01064-4
Nakamura, C. Y., and Anderson, N. H. (1962). Avoidance behavior differences
within and between strains of rats. J. Comp. Physiol. Psychol. 55, 740–747.
doi:10.1037/h0044433
North, C. S., Pfefferbaum, B., Tivis, L., Kawasaki, A., Reddy, C., and Spitznagel, E.
L. (2004). The course of posttraumatic stress disorder in a follow-up study of
survivors of the Oklahoma City bombing. Ann. Clin. Psychiatry 16, 209–215.
doi:10.1080/10401230490522034
O’Donnell, M. L., Elliott, P., Lau, W., and Creamer, M. (2007). PTSD symptom
trajectories: from early to chronic response. Behav. Res. Ther. 45, 601–606.
doi:10.1016/j.brat.2006.03.015
Pare, W. P. (1992). The performance of WKY rats on three tests of emotional behav-
ior. Physiol. Behav. 51, 1051–1056. doi:10.1016/0031-9384(92)90091-F
Pare, W. P. (1993). Passive-avoidance behavior in Wistar-Kyoto (WKY), Wistar,
and Fischer-344 rats. Physiol. Behav. 54, 845–852. doi:10.1016/0031-9384(93)
90291-M
Perrotti, L. I., Dennis, T. S., Jiao, X., Servatius, R. J., Pang, K. C. H., and Beck, K.
D. (2013). Activation of extracellular signal-related kinase (ERK) and ∆FosB in
emotion-associated neural circuitry after asymptotic levels of active avoidance
behavior are attained. Brain Res. Bull. 98, 102–110. doi:10.1016/j.brainresbull.
2013.07.004
Powell, R. W. (1972). Analysis of warm-up effects during avoidance in wild and
domesticated rodents. J. Comp. Physiol. Psychol. 78, 311–316. doi:10.1037/
h0032191
Rosenbaum, J. F., Biederman, J., Bolduc-Murphy, E. A., Faraone, S. V., Chaloff,
J., Hirshfeld, D. R., et al. (1993). Behavioral inhibition in childhood: a risk
factor for anxiety disorders. Harv. Rev. Psychiatry 1, 2–16. doi:10.3109/
10673229309017052
Rosenbaum, J. F., Biederman, J., Hirshfeld, D. R., Bolduc, E. A., Faraone, S. V.,
Kagan, J., et al. (1991). Further evidence of an association between behavioral
inhibition and anxiety disorders: results from a family study of children from
a non-clinical sample. J. Psychiatr. Res. 25, 49–65. doi:10.1016/0022-3956(91)
90015-3
Schultz, W. (1998). Predictive reward signal of dopamine neurons. J. Neurophysiol.
80, 1–27.
Schultz, W., and Dickinson, A. (2000). Neuronal coding of prediction errors. Annu.
Rev. Neurosci. 23, 473–500. doi:10.1146/annurev.neuro.23.1.473
Seligman, M., and Johnston, J. (1973). “A cognitive theory of avoidance learning,”
in Contemporary Approaches to Conditioning and Learning, eds F. McGuigan and
D. Lumsden (Washington, DC: Winston-Wiley), 69–110.
Servatius, R. J., Jiao, X., Beck, K. D., Pang, K. C., and Minor, T. R. (2008). Rapid
avoidance acquisition in Wistar-Kyoto rats. Behav. Brain Res. 192, 191–197.
doi:10.1016/j.bbr.2008.04.006
Smith, A., Li, M., Becker, S., and Kapur, S. (2004). A model of antipsychotic action
in conditioned avoidance: a computational approach. Neuropsychopharmacology
29, 1040–1049. doi:10.1038/sj.npp.1300414
Solberg, L. C., Olson, S. L., Turek, F. W., and Redei, E. (2001). Altered hormone
levels and circadian rhythm of activity in the WKY rat, a putative animal model
of depression. Am. J. Physiol. Regul. Integr. Comp. Physiol. 281, R786–R794.
Somers, J. M., Goldner, E. M., Waraich, P., and Hsu, L. (2006). Prevalence and inci-
dence studies of anxiety disorders: a systematic review of the literature. Can. J.
Psychiatry 51, 100–113.
Spear, N. E., Gordon, W. C., and Martin, P. A. (1973). Warm-up decrement as
failure in memory retrieval in the rat. J. Comp. Physiol. Psychol. 85, 601–614.
doi:10.1037/h0035314
Frontiers in Behavioral Neuroscience www.frontiersin.org August 2014 | Volume 8 | Article 283 | 14
Myers et al. Computational model of warm-up in avoidance learning
Sutton, R. (1988). Learning to predict by the methods of temporal differences. Mach
Learn 3, 9–44. doi:10.1007/BF00115009
Tolman, E. (1932). Purposive behavior in animals and men. New York: Appleton-
Century-Croft.
Conflict of Interest Statement: The authors declare that the research was conducted
in the absence of any commercial or financial relationships that could be construed
as a potential conflict of interest.
Received: 24 April 2014; accepted: 01 August 2014; published online: 18 August 2014.
Citation: Myers CE, Smith IM, Servatius RJ and Beck KD (2014) Absence of
“warm-up” during active avoidance learning in a rat model of anxiety vulnera-
bility: insights from computational modeling. Front. Behav. Neurosci. 8:283. doi:
10.3389/fnbeh.2014.00283
This article was submitted to the journal Frontiers in Behavioral Neuroscience.
Copyright © 2014 Myers, Smith, Servatius and Beck. This is an open-access article
distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License (CC BY).
The use, distribution or reproduction in other forums is permitted, provided the original
author(s) or licensor are credited and that the original publication in this journal is cited,
in accordance with accepted academic practice. No use, distribution or reproduction is
permitted which does not comply with these terms.
Frontiers in Behavioral Neuroscience www.frontiersin.org August 2014 | Volume 8 | Article 283 | 15
